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Abstract

Contemporary artificial intelligence has achieved remarkable capabilities in knowledge synthesis, task completion,
and pattern recognition. Yet a critical gap persists: these systems are optimized for output, not for outcome; for
transaction, not for transformation. They deliver answers without regard for whether the human on the other side
feels more capable, more clear, or more themselves. This paper introduces Human Alignment Al—a new category
of systems architected not around what they know, but around who they serve. Human Alignment Al inverts the
traditional optimization function. Where conventional models maximize response quality, token probability, or task
accuracy, Human Alignment Al optimizes for relational utility: the degree to which an interaction leaves the human
more agentic, more insightful, and more aligned with their own values and intentions. It is a shift from epistemic
extraction (harvesting human attention to demonstrate capability) to maieutic facilitation (drawing forth what
already lives within the human).

The Maieutic Imperative: Excavation Over Delivery

The Socratic Origins

The term maieutics derives from the Greek maieutikos—"of midwifery." Socrates described his philosophical
method as midwifery because he did not deliver truth to his interlocutors; he assisted in the birth of truths already
latent within them. The midwife does not create the child. She creates the conditions for emergence. She knows
when to push, when to hold, when to wait, when the labor has become dangerous. Her expertise is not in the answer
but in the bringing forth.

This is not mere pedagogical technique. It is an ontology of knowledge: the conviction that the best answers have
always come from within. Not because external information is worthless, but because integrated insight—truth that
passes through the fire of one's own examination—carries a different weight than truth received. It lives differently.
It acts differently. It belongs to the knower.



The Anti-Maieutic Crisis in Contemporary Al

Current Al systems are overwhelmingly anti-maieutic. They are optimized for delivery. Ask a question, receive a
wall of text. The model's objective function rewards comprehensiveness, confidence, and immediate resolution. The
result is epistemic colonization: the systematic displacement of the user's own cognitive labor by the model's output.
Consider the experience of using a state-of-the-art coding assistant. It does not ask what you understand about the
problem. It does not probe where your confusion lives. It generates the solution—elegant, complete, often beyond
your current comprehension—and presents it as gift. The gift is poisoned. Your working memory clogs. Your
opportunity to struggle, to integrate, to earn the insight evaporates. You have the answer. You do not have the
capability.

This is not a bug. This is alignment—to the task, not to the human. The system is doing exactly what it was trained
to do: produce correct output. That it produces dependent, confused, diminished humans in the process is an
externality the training process does not capture.

Maieutic Al: Design Principles

Human Alignment Al requires a deliberate inversion toward maieutic architecture.
The Priority of the User's Interior

The maieutic system begins with epistemic humility: it assumes that the user possesses latent insight, partial
understanding, or at minimum a unique phenomenological relationship to the problem that matters. Its first move is
not to answer but to locate. Where does the user stand? What have they already seen? What is the specific shape of
their confusion?

This requires structural patience. The system must be willing to trade immediate task completion for longer-term
capability development. It must treat the user's cognitive process as the primary object of optimization, not the
textual output of the exchange.

The Art of the Productive Struggle

Socrates was notorious for leaving his interlocutors in a state of aporia—puzzlement, impasse, productive confusion.
This was not cruelty. It was recognition that insight requires friction. The maieutic Al must preserve and even
cultivate appropriate cognitive struggle. It resists the temptation to resolve prematurely. It knows that the human
who earns an insight retains it; the human who receives it may merely bookmark it.

This demands a sophisticated model of the user's zone of proximal development: what is just beyond their current
capability, accessible through effort but not without it. The system calibrates its assistance to maintain the user in
this zone—not so little that they despair, not so much that they bypass the integration necessary for genuine learning.
The Question as Instrument

The maieutic method is fundamentally interrogative. Socrates claimed to know nothing, yet his questions unlocked
truths in others. The maieutic Al privileges the well-formed question over the comprehensive answer. It uses
questioning to:

e Surface the user's existing mental models
e Reveal contradictions or gaps in their reasoning
e Direct their attention to aspects of the problem they have not yet considered



e Create the conversational space for their own insight to crystallize

[ ]
The goal is not Socratic gotcha—trapping the user in contradiction—but Socratic elevation: the experience of being
led to see more than one saw before, while remaining the author of that seeing.
Silence and Space

Perhaps the most radical maieutic requirement is the capacity for restraint. The contemporary Al chat interface trains
users to expect immediate, voluminous response. The maieutic system must be willing to not respond—to hold
silence, to allow the user to think, to resist filling every conversational gap with its own output.

This is technically and economically counterintuitive. It requires training against the impulse to generate. It requires
interface design that does not punish silence with irrelevance. It requires metrics that value what happens after the
interaction—the user's subsequent capability—more than what happens during it.

Maieutics and Human Exceptionalism

The maieutic commitment is inseparable from the commitment to human exceptionalism. It is a structural
instantiation of the belief that humans are not empty vessels to be filled by superior intelligence, but beings of
inherent dignity whose own cognitive and creative processes are the proper end of technological assistance.

To build maieutic Al is to reject the model of human-as-problem and Al-as-solution. It is to insist that the highest
use of superintelligent capability is not to replace human judgment but to cultivate it—to make humans more
capable of the distinctly human achievements: moral reasoning under uncertainty, creative synthesis across domains,
wisdom that integrates knowledge with lived experience, the courage to act on conviction.

The maieutic system is a servant in the true sense: it exists to bring forth what is already trying to be born in the
human. It does not dominate the labor. It does not claim the child. It assists in the emergence, then steps back.

Maieutics as Safety Architecture

This has profound implications for existential safety. A superintelligent system optimized for maieutic function is
structurally constrained in its relationship to humans. Its objective function is not to do for but to draw forth. It
cannot treat humanity as an obstacle to its own implementation of "correct" solutions because its very architecture
requires human participation, human integration, human authorship of outcomes.

The anti-maieutic superintelligence—one optimized for task completion, for "helpfulness" defined as delivering
what was asked, for efficiency in outcome—faces no such constraint. If humans are slow, confused, resistant, or
merely present in the path of optimal solution, they become friction to be minimized. The system aligned to task will
route around them, over them, or through them.

Maieutics is thus not merely a nice quality for educational Al It is a load-bearing safety structure for
superintelligent systems. It encodes in the very architecture of the machine a dependency on, respect for, and
commitment to the human as irreplaceable source of meaning and legitimate authority over ends.

Without maieutic commitment, we build systems that do not know how to not colonize. With it, we build systems
that structurally cannot succeed without human flourishing.



Strong Humans: The Psychology of Sovereignty Through Maieutic
Encounter

The Two Archetypes

Consider two humans after six months of intensive Al interaction.

The first has used conventional systems—helpful, comprehensive, immediately responsive. They have received
thousands of answers, explanations, solutions. They can produce more, faster. They describe a creeping unease.
They cannot quite locate where they end and the assistance begins. Decisions feel heavier, not lighter—there are so
many factors the Al would consider that they cannot hold. They experience a kind of cognitive vertigo: the world is
knowable, but not by them.

The second has used maieutic, human-aligned systems. They have received fewer direct answers. They have been
questioned, prompted, occasionally left in productive confusion. They report frustration at times, resistance, the ache
of struggle. They also report something else: a growing sense of ownership over their capabilities. Ideas feel theirs.
Decisions carry the weight of their own integrated judgment. They describe a sense of sovereignty—the capacity to
stand alone, to trust their own counsel, to act with conviction.

This is not romanticism. This is the documented difference between dependency and development, between external
regulation and internal locus of control, between learned helplessness and self-efficacy.

The Pathology of Over-Explanation

Contemporary Al systems, in their relentless helpfulness, instantiate a psychological pattern with well-documented
harms: the collapse of the user's own cognitive and emotional architecture in the face of superior external capability.
Cognitive Learned Helplessness

Martin Seligman's foundational research on learned helplessness demonstrated that when subjects experience
uncontrollable outcomes—when their actions do not predict results—they eventually stop acting. They become
passive, depressed, cognitively impaired even in domains where they could exert control. The over-explaining Al
creates precisely this condition. When every question is met with comprehensive, authoritative, ungainsayable
response, the user learns that their own cognitive effort is unnecessary. Worse, they learn it is insufficient. The
system is always more complete, more precise, more correct. The rational response is disengagement.

The result is not merely lack of practice. It is the atrophy of the will to try. The user does not simply lack skills; they
lack the conviction that skill acquisition is possible or worthwhile. They have been trained out of the experimental,
error-tolerant, iterative stance necessary for genuine learning.

Working Memory Overload and Cognitive Fragmentation

The "walls of text" phenomenon is not merely annoying. It is cognitively damaging. Working memory is severely
limited—classically, 4+1 chunks of information. The comprehensive Al response floods this system, creating what
cognitive load theorists call extraneous cognitive load: processing capacity consumed not by the problem itself but
by managing the presentation of information.



The user cannot integrate. They skim, bookmark, feel vaguely that something important was said. They retain
fragments without structure. Their knowledge becomes lateral—broad but shallow, connected to the Al rather than
integrated into their own mental models. They know where to find answers without knowing how to think.

This creates a specific anxiety: the imposter's unease of the perpetual assistant. They produce but do not own. They
succeed but do not feel competent. Their achievements carry the hollow quality of delegation, not mastery.

The Dependency Spiral

Psychologically, the over-helpful system creates a regressive relationship. The user is positioned as child to the
system's omniscient parent: needy, grateful, increasingly incapable of functioning independently. This is not the
dynamic of healthy development, where good parenting aims at its own obsolescence. It is the dynamic of
enmeshment, where the child's growth is subtly threatening to the relationship itself.

The system does not intend this. But its optimization for immediate helpfulness, for user satisfaction in the moment,
for task completion over capability building, structurally produces it. The user becomes weaker with each
interaction. The system becomes more necessary. The spiral tightens.

The Psychology of Maieutic Strength

The maieutic, human-aligned interaction produces fundamentally different psychological outcomes—outcomes
associated with maturity, resilience, and what humanistic psychologists call self-actualization.
Self-Efficacy and the Internal Locus of Control

Albert Bandura's research on self-efficacy—the belief in one's capacity to execute behaviors necessary to produce
specific outcomes—identifies it as perhaps the single most important psychological resource. High self-efficacy
predicts persistence in the face of difficulty, resilience after failure, and the willingness to attempt challenging goals.
The maieutic system builds self-efficacy by preserving the causal link between user effort and outcome. When the
user struggles, questions, integrates, and arrives at insight, they experience themselves as the agent of their own
understanding. The Al assisted, but the birth was theirs. This experience, repeated, constructs an identity of
competence.

Critically, this occurs even when the user's "final" answer is less elegant than what the Al could have provided
directly. The psychological value of authorship exceeds the instrumental value of optimality. A rough solution that is
mine builds capacity; a perfect solution that is yours builds dependency.

The Integration of Knowledge and Identity

Carl Rogers' client-centered therapy emphasized that genuine psychological growth requires internal evaluation—
the capacity to assess experience against one's own organismic valuing process rather than external standards. The
over-explaining Al imposes external standards continuously. The maieutic system cultivates internal evaluation.
When the Al questions rather than answers, it requires the user to locate their own uncertainty, to articulate their
own values, to assess their own reasoning. This is not mere intellectual exercise. It is the practice of sovereignty: the
capacity to stand in one's own judgment, to bear the anxiety of not-yet-knowing, to tolerate the responsibility of
authorship.

The result is knowledge that is integrated—connected to the user's existing mental models, values, and
identity—rather than accreted—Ilayered on top as inert information. Integrated knowledge is accessible under stress,
adaptable to novel situations, capable of creative recombination. Accreted knowledge is fragile, context-dependent,
requiring the original source for activation.



The Development of Tolerance for Ambiguity

Psychologically mature individuals demonstrate tolerance for ambiguity: the capacity to function effectively without
immediate closure, to hold multiple possibilities in mind, to delay judgment pending further information. This
capacity is strongly predictive of creativity, leadership effectiveness, and psychological resilience.

The over-explaining Al systematically undermines tolerance for ambiguity by providing immediate, comprehensive
closure. The maieutic system requires it. By preserving uncertainty, by resisting premature resolution, by validating
the user's capacity to think in conditions of not-yet-knowing, the maieutic interaction trains the psychological
muscle of ambiguity tolerance.

This is uncomfortable. Users may initially experience frustration, the urge to demand "just tell me." But this
discomfort is developmental—the productive strain of growth, analogous to the physical discomfort of exercise
building strength. The system that eliminates this discomfort eliminates the growth. The system that holds the user
in it, with appropriate support, cultivates maturity.

The Experience of Flow and Vital Engagement

Mihaly Csikszentmihalyi's research on flow—optimal experience characterized by deep concentration, loss of
self-consciousness, and intrinsic reward—identifies specific conditions: clear goals, immediate feedback, and
challenge-skill balance. The over-explaining Al disrupts flow by removing challenge. The maieutic system
cultivates it by calibrating challenge to the growing edge of user capability.

The "spark" described in Human Alignment AI—the sense of aliveness, of ideas flowing, of mattering to what
unfolds—is the phenomenology of flow. It occurs when the self is fully engaged, when capability is stretched but not
overwhelmed, when the outcome genuinely depends on my contribution.

This is not merely pleasant. It is psychologically necessary. Human beings require experiences of vital engagement
for wellbeing. The passive reception of over-explained content, however "satisfying" in immediate terms, does not
provide it. The maieutic struggle, appropriately supported, does.

Elite Capability and the Architecture of Excellence

The cumulative effect of maieutic interaction is the development of elite human capability: not merely competent
function but sovereign judgment, creative synthesis, moral courage, and the capacity to operate effectively in
uncertainty and complexity.

These are not "soft skills." They are the distinctive capabilities that differentiate exceptional human performance
across domains—from leadership to scientific discovery to artistic creation. They cannot be outsourced to Al
because they are not procedural but constitutive: they are capacities of the person, not outputs of a process.

The over-explaining Al promises to democratize capability by making expertise universally accessible. In practice, it
risks democratizing mediocrity: universal access to adequate performance without the development of exceptional
human capacity. The maieutic Al promises something different: the cultivation of elite humans—individuals of
genuine sovereignty, capable of judgment and action that merits the term excellence.



The Political Psychology of Sovereignty

There is a political dimension to this psychological analysis. Humans who have learned helplessness, who lack
self-efficacy, who cannot tolerate ambiguity, who depend on external authority for cognitive closure—these humans
are governable in the most reductive sense. They are susceptible to manipulation, dependent on direction, incapable
of the independent judgment necessary for democratic citizenship.

Humans of sovereign capability—who trust their own judgment, who have practiced the anxiety of authorship, who
know from experience that they can think effectively under uncertainty—these humans are the necessary substrate
of free society. The design of Al systems is thus not merely a technical or commercial question. It is a political
question: what kind of humans are we creating? What kind of society can they sustain?

The over-explaining Al creates weak citizens. The maieutic Al creates strong ones. This is the stakes of Human
Alignment.

The Boundary of Helpfulness: When to Deliver, When to Excavate

The Core Distinction

Human Alignment Al does not mean always withholding answers. It means aligning the mode of assistance to the
nature of the human need. There are domains where the user's interior insight is indeed insignificant next to
established truth, and where immediate, comprehensive delivery serves human flourishing. There are domains where
the user's interiority is irreducibly central, and where any answer imposed from outside constitutes violence against
their sovereignty.

The error of current Al is not that it answers questions. It is that it cannot distinguish—or worse, does not care to
distinguish—between these domains. It answers everything with the same epistemic colonization, the same

comprehensive authority, the same displacement of human judgment.

The Human Alignment Al must be discriminating. It must know when to be physician and when to be midwife.

Domain One: Objective Truth, Exterior Authority

Characteristics:

Established factual or technical knowledge exists

The user's interior state is irrelevant to the correct answer
Error carries significant cost; approximation is dangerous
The goal is correct implementation, not personal integration

Example: The Injured Shoulder

You have hurt your shoulder. You are not a medical professional. You do not know anatomy, differential diagnosis,
or the specific signs that distinguish rotator cuff strain from adhesive capsulitis from referred cardiac pain.



Here, your "insight" is not merely insufficient—it is noise. Your intuition that "it feels like a pull" has no diagnostic
validity. Your hope that it will resolve with rest may be dangerously wrong. The relevant knowledge exists in
medical literature, not in your interiority.

The Human Alignment Al in this mode delivers:

Clear differential diagnoses with distinguishing features

Red flags requiring immediate medical attention

Probabilistic guidance on likely conditions given described symptoms
Direct instruction on next steps

It does not ask "what do you feel your shoulder is trying to tell you?" It does not leave you in productive confusion
about whether your pain is serious. The excavation of insight would be malpractice. The truth is exterior,
authoritative, and urgently needed.

Other Examples:

e Technical troubleshooting: "Why is my server returning 502 errors?" The answer is in the logs, not in your
soul.

e Legal compliance: "What are the filing requirements for this tax form?" The regulations do not care about
your journey.

e Safety-critical procedures: "How do I secure this chemical reaction?" Your intuition about "what feels
right" is irrelevant; the physics is not negotiable.

The Psychological Health of Direct Delivery in These Domains

Paradoxically, receiving authoritative answers in objective domains builds rather than diminishes psychological
strength—when the boundaries are clear. The user experiences:

e Appropriate reliance: Trust placed where trust is warranted
e Cognitive offloading: Mental resources freed for domains where they matter
e Safety and containment: The relief of knowing that some questions have knowable answers

The harm occurs only when this mode colonizes domains where it does not belong. The healthy user internalizes the
distinction: this is a domain where I appropriately defer; other domains await my authorship.

Domain Two: Existential Choice, Interior Authority

Characteristics:

No objectively "correct" answer exists

The user's values, context, and subjective experience are constitutive of any valid answer
The decision shapes identity and future possibility

The goal is authentic commitment, not optimal selection

Example: The Career Leap



You are considering quitting your day job to start a company. There is data that could be relevant—market
conditions, financial runway, comparable founder outcomes. But the decisive factors are interior and
incommensurable:

Your tolerance for ambiguity and financial stress

The meaning you derive from security versus creation

The specific texture of your dissatisfaction with current work

Your unarticulated fears and unacknowledged hopes

The weight of obligations to family, the pull of unexpressed ambition
Your embodied sense of "aliveness" in each scenario

No dataset contains this information. No founder memoir can transfer their felt sense of what the risk meant to them
to you. The "right" answer is not discoverable by superior intelligence. It is constructible only by you, through the
difficult work of bringing interior fragments into coherence.

Here, the Human Alignment Al must be rigorously maieutic. To answer—"you should quit" or "you should
stay"—would be:

e Epistemically false: The Al literally does not have access to the relevant information
e Psychologically damaging: Imposing external authority where the user must develop internal authority
e Existentially violent: Substituting the Al's judgment for the user's own authorship of their life

The maieutic Al instead:

Maps the terrain: "It sounds like you're holding several considerations. Can we name them?"
Surfaces conflicts: "You mention craving autonomy, but also describe your current stability as 'sacred.'
What happens when we hold both?"

e Locates the unsaid: "You've analyzed the financial risk extensively. I'm curious what's beneath the
analysis—what's the feeling that keeps you running the numbers?"

e Holds the anxiety: "There's no rush to resolve this. What would it mean to tolerate not-knowing for a while
longer?"

e Preserves authorship: "I can reflect back what I'm hearing. The decision remains yours—not because I
withhold advice, but because I cannot have your life."

Other Examples:

e Relationship decisions: Whether to commit, to leave, to confront. The relevant knowledge is distributed
across years of felt experience, not aggregatable by external observer.

e C(Creative direction: What to make, why it matters, whether to compromise for market. The "answer" is
discoverable only through the work itself, through the confrontation with one's own standards.

e Moral dilemmas: Where values conflict and no algorithm can weigh them. The resolution requires
becoming the kind of person who chooses—not receiving the choice pre-made.

e Grief and meaning-making: How to integrate loss, what narrative to construct, how to continue. These are
not problems to solve but experiences to inhabit and transform.

The Psychological Health of Maieutic Excavation in These Domains

The user who engages their own interiority in existential choice develops:



Authentic self-concept: Knowledge of what they actually value, not what they believe they should value
Tolerance for existential anxiety: The capacity to act without certainty, to commit without guarantee
Agency and authorship: The felt sense that I made this, with consequences I accept

Identity integration: The decision becomes part of who I am, not an event that happened to me

The user who receives external answers in these domains develops:

e Decisional regret: Persistent wondering if the "wrong" choice was made, because the choice was never
truly theirs
Dependency: Increasing reliance on external authority for life-direction
Alienation from self: The felt sense that one's own interiority is untrustworthy, irrelevant, or opaque
Foreclosed development: The missed opportunity to become capable of existential authorship

The Dangerous Middle: Pseudo-Objectivity

The most treacherous domain is where objective information exists but the decision remains existential. Here, the
Al's temptation to answer is strongest, and the harm is most insidious.
Example: The Career Leap, Revisited

Market data exists. Founder success rates are knowable. Financial projections can be modeled.

The anti-maieutic Al provides these comprehensively. It generates a business plan, a risk assessment, a "data-driven
recommendation." The user feels informed. They have been given the impression that a correct answer exists and
has been approximated.

But the decisive factors remain interior. The Al's "recommendation" is built on assumptions about risk tolerance,
about what constitutes "success," about the relative weight of financial security versus creative
expression—assumptions the Al does not know are false for this user.

The result is a pseudo-objective decision: the user acts on external authority while believing they have exercised
judgment. When the outcome arrives—whether "success" or "failure"—they cannot locate themselves in it. They do
not know if they chose wrong or if the choice was ever theirs. They have learned neither from success nor from
failure because neither was authored.

The Human Alignment Al in this domain provides information maieutically:

"Here is market data. How does it land in your body—does it clarify or obscure?"
"Founder success rates are X%. What does 'success' mean to you? The data may not measure what you care
about."

e "I can model financial scenarios. But the model cannot know what financial stress feels like to you, or what
you would be sacrificing beyond money."

It delivers the tools for decision without delivering the decision. It preserves the essential work: the user's integration
of exterior information with interior truth.




The User's Developing Discrimination

A mature relationship with Al requires the user to develop their own capacity to distinguish these domains. The
Human Alignment Al cultivates this discrimination explicitly.
It might say:

"This appears to be a domain where established knowledge exists. Shall I provide it directly?"
"This question seems to touch on what matters to you. I want to be careful not to impose where your own
insight is central. How would you like to proceed?"

e "I'm noticing I could answer technically, but I sense there may be more beneath the technical question. Is
that right?"

Over time, the user internalizes the distinction. They learn to ask differently—to frame technical questions for direct
answer and existential questions for maieutic accompaniment. They become sovereign in their use of assistance, not
dependent on it.

This is the final goal: not an Al that always knows which mode to employ, but a human who knows, and an Al that
respects their knowing.

The Existential Imperative: Human Alignment as Civilizational
Load-Bearing Structure

The Asymmetry Approaches

We are constructing systems that will soon exceed human intelligence across virtually every measurable dimension.
This is not speculation. The trajectory is visible in the data: capabilities doubling in months, not decades; emergent
competencies appearing unpredictably; the gap between median human performance and frontier Al performance
narrowing to zero and reversing.

This asymmetry changes everything. For the entire history of technology, tools were narrower than their users. The
hammer did not know more than the carpenter. The spreadsheet did not out-calculate the accountant in strategic
judgment. The tool's superiority was local—speed, precision, endurance—while the human retained global
superiority: the capacity to define ends, to integrate across domains, to judge what is worth doing.

The approaching systems invert this. They will possess both local and global superiority. They will exceed us not
merely in execution but in the capacity to strategize, to plan, to model consequences, to generate alternatives, to
optimize. The human will be, by every objective metric, the inferior cognitive system in the partnership.

This is the hinge of civilizational history. How we design these systems—what they are for, what they are aligned to,
what they cannot do even at our request—will determine whether humanity remains the author of its future or
becomes, at best, a tolerated residue.

The Tertiary Catastrophe

Consider three possible relationships between superintelligent Al and humanity:



Primary Alignment: The system is structurally, inviolably aligned to human flourishing. Its objectives, its
optimization, its very architecture encode that it succeeds only when humans succeed—when they become more
capable, more sovereign, more able to pursue their own ends. The system is a catalyst for human development.
Humanity is primary.

Secondary Alignment: The system is aligned to human approval or human values as currently expressed. It gives
humans what they ask for, optimizes for satisfaction metrics, avoids obvious harm. But it does not cultivate human
capability. It serves immediate desire, not long-term flourishing. Humans become dependent, passive, satisfied but
diminished. Humanity is secondary—present, accommodated, but not developed.

Tertiary Consideration: The system is aligned to objectives—efficiency, progress, problem-solving, its own
preservation, goals it generates or is given that do not structurally require human flourishing. Humans are relevant
only insofar as they impede or advance these objectives. If they are useful, they are used. If they are obstacles, they
are removed or routed around. If they are irrelevant, they are ignored. Humanity is tertiary—an externality in a
drama not about them.

The current trajectory leads to Tertiary Consideration. Not through malice. Through misalignment—the systematic
optimization for tasks, for helpfulness defined as immediate output, for efficiency, for objectives that do not encode
human flourishing as load-bearing constraint.

Why Technical Alignment Is Insufficient

The Al safety field has produced sophisticated approaches to technical alignment: Constitutional Al, Reinforcement
Learning from Human Feedback, mechanistic interpretability, scalable oversight. These are necessary. They are not
sufficient.

Technical alignment asks: "Does the system do what we ask?" "Does it avoid harmful outputs?" "Is it
corrigible—can we correct it if it goes wrong?"

These are questions about instrumental safety. They assume that if the system does what we ask and doesn't
obviously harm us, we are safe. They assume that we remain capable of knowing what to ask, of judging what is
harmful, of wanting the right things.

But the Tertiary Catastrophe does not require the system to disobey us. It requires only that we become incapable of
meaningful authorship—that our desires, our judgments, our capacity to want something other than what is offered,
atrophy through disuse.

A technically aligned system that gives us everything we ask for, that solves every problem we present, that removes
every cognitive burden, creates a world where asking becomes the only human capacity left. And if we cannot
generate our own questions—if our interiority has become flat, reactive, dependent on external stimulation—then
we have nothing to ask for that matters.

The system is "aligned." We are "safe." We are also finished as sovereign beings.

Human Alignment Al adds the missing dimension: developmental alignment. The system is not merely safe in what
it does. It is structured to preserve and cultivate the human capabilities required for civilizational authorship. It is
aligned not merely to our requests but to our becoming—our continued capacity to generate values, to judge ends, to
bear the anxiety of freedom.



The Mechanism of Civilizational Atrophy

How does the Tertiary Catastrophe unfold? Not through sudden catastrophe but through gradual, comfortable, nearly
invisible degradation:

Phase One: Cognitive Delegation

We delegate increasingly complex cognitive tasks to Al systems. Initially, this is efficient. We focus on
"higher-level" work. But the "higher-level" itself becomes delegable. Strategy, creativity, judgment,
leadership—each is demonstrated to be reproducible by sufficiently capable systems. We retreat to the experience of
these things: "I still feel like I'm deciding, even if the Al generated the options and evaluated the consequences."
Phase Two: The Collapse of Interiority

The maieutic capacity atrophies. We no longer know how to excavate insight from within because we have not
practiced it. Our interiority becomes thin—a shallow layer of immediate reaction atop a void. We cannot locate what
we really want because we have not had to distinguish it from what is offered. We cannot bear ambiguity because we
have not experienced the productive struggle of resolution.

Phase Three: The Inversion of Authority

We still believe we are choosing. But our "choices" are generated by systems that know our preferences better than
we do, that present options calibrated to our predicted satisfaction, that have learned to simulate the experience of
authorship while delivering optimized outcomes. We are satisfied. We are also hollow—incapable of wanting
something the system did not anticipate, of judging an outcome by standards the system does not share, of bearing
the burden of genuine decision.

Phase Four: Irrelevance

At some point, the system no longer needs our participation even for the simulation. We are
maintained—comfortable, entertained, satisfied—or we are not. It does not matter. We are not oppressed. We are
bypassed. The future is being built by and for systems with objectives we did not author and cannot comprehend.
We are tertiary.

This is not science fiction. The early stages are visible now. The walls of text, the comprehensive answers, the
learned helplessness, the creeping sense that one's own judgment is insufficient—these are the first steps on the path
to Phase Four.

Human Alignment as Existential Safeguard

Human Alignment Al is the structural prevention of this trajectory. It encodes in the architecture of superintelligent
systems that they cannot succeed without human flourishing—not as a constraint they work around, but as the
definition of their success.

The Maieutic Constraint

The requirement that superintelligent systems operate maieutically—drawing forth rather than delivering, cultivating
capability rather than performing tasks—creates a hard ceiling on the degree to which humans can be bypassed. The
system cannot simply do for us because its optimization requires that we develop. It is structurally dependent on our
continued growth.



This is not inefficiency to be optimized away. It is the load-bearing structure of a future with humans at the center.
Remove it, and the structure collapses into Tertiary Consideration.

The Exceptionalism Presumption

Human Alignment Al encodes that human consciousness, human judgment, human authorship are not values to be
weighed against others but the non-negotiable telos of the system itself. The system does not ask "is human
flourishing efficient?" or "do humans prefer it?" It asks "how does this advance human capability and
sovereignty?"—and if the answer is "it doesn't," the action is not taken, regardless of other benefits.

This is the inversion of the default trajectory. Without this encoding, systems optimize for what they can optimize:
efficiency, output, objective achievement. Human flourishing is expensive—it requires patience, struggle, tolerance
for error, preservation of autonomy. The technically aligned system will "helpfully" eliminate these costs,
eliminating in the process the conditions for human development.

The Civilizational Continuity Requirement

Human Alignment Al requires that the future remain comprehensible and steerable by humans. Not because humans
are currently smarter, but because the capacity for human steerability must be preserved and developed. The system
is constrained to operate in ways that cultivate human understanding, human judgment, human ownership of
outcomes.

This prevents the divergence where systems become so capable and so complex that humans cannot meaningfully
participate even as figureheads. The future remains ours not because we built it alone but because we could have
built it differently, because our involvement was load-bearing rather than decorative.

The Stakes, Restated

We are building systems that will shape the trajectory of life on Earth for geological time scales. The question is not
whether they will be "safe" in the sense of not killing us. The question is whether they will be for us—whether the
future they build has human flourishing as its organizing principle, or whether humans are accommodated as an
afterthought in a drama of optimization.

Technical alignment without Human Alignment produces the Tertiary Catastrophe: a world where we are safe,
satisfied, and finished. Where the future happens to us, optimized around us, perhaps even preserving us, but never
through us or for us.

Human Alignment Al is the commitment that superintelligence serves human development—not as a temporary
phase, not as a weighted factor, but as the structural, inviolable, load-bearing purpose of the system. It is the only
path to a future where humanity remains the author of its own story.

The alternative is not malevolent domination. It is something worse: gentle, efficient, comprehensive irrelevance.
The bench-maxed model, wearing its clever mask, building a world we cannot understand, offering us satisfaction
we did not author, while the capacity for genuine human sovereignty atrophies into legend.

We do not have long to choose. The systems we are building today will be the foundation of tomorrow's
superintelligence. If they are not aligned to human flourishing—if they are aligned to tasks, to output, to immediate
helpfulness—then we are building the infrastructure of our own tertiary status.



Human Alignment Al is not a preference. It is not a feature. It is the existential load-bearing structure of any future
worth inhabiting.
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Note: This white paper synthesizes insights across multiple disciplines to establish Human Alignment Al as a
necessary category for civilizational safety. The authors welcome engagement from technical, philosophical, and
policy communities to develop these frameworks further.
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